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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

Theundersigned, Daniel K. Arbough, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthat

he is Treasurerfor Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and Electric

Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU ServicesCompany, and that he has

personalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor which heis identifiedas

the witness, and the answerscontainedthereinare true and correct to the bestof his

information, knowledgeandbelief.

£
Daniel K. Arbough

Subscribedandsworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

andState, this 2021.

0

NotaryPubli

603967NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)
)COUNTY OF JEFFERSON

Theundersigned, Lonnie E. Bellar, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthatheis

ChiefOperatingOfficer for Louisville GasandElectricCompanyandKentuckyUtilities

Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU ServicesCompany, and that he has

personalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor which heis identifiedas

the witness, and the answerscontainedthereinare true and correct to the bestof his

information, knowledgeandbelief.

Lonnie E. Bellar

Subscribedand sworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

dayofandState, this 2021.w

NotaryPubli

603967NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

Theundersigned, Kent W. Blake, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthat he is

Chief FinancialOfficer for KentuckyUtilities CompanyandLouisville GasandElectric

Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU ServicesCompany, and that he has

personalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor which he is identifiedas

the witness, and the answerscontainedthereinare true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledgeandbelief.

IlM LL
Kent W. Blake

Subscribedand sworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

andState, this 2021
$7

NotaryPublic

NotaryPublicID No. .603967

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

Theundersigned, Robert M. Conroy, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthathe

is Vice President, StateRegulationand Rates, for Kentucky Utilities Companyand

Louisville Gas and Electric Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU Services

Company, andthathehaspersonalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor

which he is identified as the witness, and the answerscontainedtherein are true and

correctto thebestof his information, knowledgeandbelief.

Robert M. Conroy

Subscribedand sworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

andState, this dayof 2021.
77 v

<7

NotaryPubli

603967NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022;
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

Theundersigned, Christopher M.Garrett , beingduly sworn, deposesandsays

that he is Controllerfor KentuckyUtilities CompanyandLouisville GasandElectric

Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU ServicesCompany, and that he has

personalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor whichheis identifiedas

the witness, and the answerscontainedthereinaretrueandcorrectto the bestof his

information, knowledgeandbelief.

s—DocuSlgnedby:

[ imfof (ar At.
* M>353O60»5DC«D7...
Christopher M. Garrett

Subscribedandswornto beforeme, aNotaryPublic in andbeforesaidCounty

andState, this 2021.-/

NotaryPublic

603967/NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:

y



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Eileen L. Saunders, beingduly sworn, deposesand saysthat

sheis Vice President, CustomerServicesfor Louisville GasandElectric Companyand

KentuckyUtilities Companyandanemployeeof LG&E andKU ServicesCompany, and

thatshehaspersonalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor whichsheis

identified asthe witness, and the answerscontainedthereinaretrue and correctto the

bestof herinformation, knowledgeandbelief.

EileenL. Saunders

Subscribedandsworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

20* UdnudsudayofandState, this

,rUllA
NotaryPublic

NotaryPublicID No. NP
My CommissionExpires:

lV ) 1 1,»^



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF NORTH CAROLINA )
)

COUNTY OF BUNCOMBE )

The undersigned, William StevenSeelye, being duly sworn, deposesandstates

thatheis aPrincipalof ThePrimeGroup, LLC, andthathehaspersonalknowledgeof the

matterssetforth in theresponsesfor whichheis identifiedasthewitness, andtheanswers

containedthereinaretrueandcorrectto thebestof hix informatiou, knowledgeandbelief.

William Steven\SeelV

Subscribedandswornto beforeme, aNotaryPublicin andbeforesaidCountyand

/V," dayof jJ 2021State, this

(SEAL)
Nottuy Public ' ys

NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:
Ryan Meagher
Notary Public

HendersonCounty,NC
Mv CommissionExpires9/22/25



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, David S. Sinclair, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthat he

is Vice President, Energy Supply and Analysis for Kentucky Utilities Companyand

Louisville Gas and Electric Companyand an employeeof LG&E and KU Services

Company, andthathehaspersonalknowledgeof thematterssetforth in theresponsesfor

which he is identified as the witness, and the answerscontainedtherein are true and

correctto thebestof his information, knowledgeandbelief.

David S. Sinclair

Subscribedand sworn to beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

2021.andState, this
i

(
6

NotaryPublic
fc/

603967,NotaryPublic, ID No.

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, John K. Wolfe, beingduly sworn, deposesandsaysthat he is

Vice President, ElectricDistributionfor KentuckyUtilities CompanyandLouisville Gas

andElectric Companyandanemployeeof LG&E andKU ServicesCompany, andthat

he has personalknowledgeof the mattersset forth in the responsesfor which he is

identified asthe witness, andthe answerscontainedthereinaretrue and correctto the

bestof hisinformation, knowledgeandbelief.

LLM
John K . Wolfe

Subscribedandswornto beforeme, a Notary Public in and beforesaid County

andState, this 2021.
Ls

NotaryPublic

.603967NotaryPublicID No.

My CommissionExpires:

July 11, 2022



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 1 

 

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-1. Please refer to Exhibit WSS-4: 

a. Please provide a comprehensive breakdown of the Total Installed Cost for each 

LED lighting offering. 

 
b. Please explain how LG&E or Mr. Seelye calculated the Fixed Carrying 

Charge. 

 
c. Please explain the justification for the Fixed Carrying Charge. 

 

d. Please provide all work papers supporting the estimated investment per unit 
for each type of LED fixture and underground pole. 

 
A-1. 
 a. See the response to PSC 2-118(a). 

 
 b. See the response to PSC 2-118(b).  
 
 c. The Fixed Carrying Charge allows for the recovery of property taxes, income 

taxes, depreciation, and a rate of return. 
 
 d. See the response to PSC 2-118(a). 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 2 

 

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-2. Please refer to Exhibit WSS-5. 

a. Explain how the Company estimated the NBV for Poles. 

 

b. Explain how the Company estimated the NBV for Fixtures. 
 

c. Explain how and provide the calculation on how the Company determined the 

NBV per fixture. 

 

d. Please provide detail to support the answer to “c”. 
 

e. Please provide detail to support the “salvage portion” of conversion fee, which 

is identified as $3.29 for KU and $4.62 for LG&E. 

 

f. Please provide detail to support the “revenue portion” of conversion fee, which 

is identified as $1.72 for KU and $2.46 for LG&E. 

 

g. What is the “salvage portion” and “revenue portion” of the Annual Conversion 

fee? 

 
h. Please provide a breakdown of the remaining costs for both annual and 

monthly conversion fees. 

 
i. Provide all work papers to support the information provided in Exhibit WSS-

5. 

 

A-2.  
a. The Company uses current costs to calculate the total investment in fixtures and 

poles. The actual 2019 NBV (net book value after depreciation) is allocated 
between fixtures and poles based on the investment calculated using current 

cost. 
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b. See the response to part (a). 

 

c. See attached. 
 

d. See the response to part (c). 
 

e. The salvage portion of the charge, which is credited against plant, is calculated 
based on the depreciation portion of the carrying charge which is the 
depreciation rate of 20% multiplied by the NBV per fixture divided by 12 
months. 

 
f. The revenue portion is a component of the carrying charge rate excluding 

depreciation. 
 

g. The salvage portion represents the salvage value of the fixture, whereas the 
revenue portion is booked as revenue. 

 
h. The Companies have not performed the requested analysis. 

 
i. See the response to part (c). 

 
 

 
 





 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 3 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-3. Does KU, LG&E, or its corporate affiliates receive any form of rebates or 
reimbursement from LED manufactures, distributors, or retailers? If so, how and 
where is that revenue booked? 

 
A-3. No. 
 
 

 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 4 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-4. Does the Company track expenses for new installation separate from repairs  and 
the type of repair be known (e.g. problem related to wiring, fixture, pole, etc.)? Why 
or why not? 

 

A-4. Yes. New installations are charged to a New Business Streetlighting Budget.  
Repairs are charged to a capital or O&M Repair/Replace Defective Streetlighting 
Budget.  Expenses are tracked in this manner in order to distinguish new business 

work from repair work, capital work from O&M work, to aid in budgeting, and is 
a generally accepted good business practice.   

 
 

 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 5 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-5. For the period after September 2018 to the present, please provide any Company 
internal and external business plans, presentations, marketing material, feasibility 
studies, lighting conversion financial analyses, customer economic studies,  

conversion financial models, and correspondence to senior leadership as created or 
prepared by or for the Company as it relates to street lighting.  Bookmark the 
following documents in your response: 

 

a. Technical  specifications  or  metrics  established  by  the  Company  that  were  
used  to select  LED  lighting  types,  such  as  lumen  output,  lumens-per-watt,  
warranty,  L70, kelvin, etc. 

 

b.  Product data sheets for the new LED lighting offerings and LED equipment 
supply options.  

 
A-5. See attached. 

 
 
 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 6 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-6. Identify the useful life for each type of fixture within the proposed Restricted 
Lighting Service tariff. 

 

A-6. The estimated useful life for each RLS fixture is 25 years. 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 7 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-7. LED fixtures service lives typically range from 50,000 to 100,000, and may extend 
as high as 250,000 hours or 12.5, 25, or 62 years respectively. As such these 
extended life spans, should lead to projections of lower annual O&M costs as a 

component of rate construction. Yet the projected LED LS rates remain at, near, or 
even higher than the RLS they are replacing. 

a. Is there a projected timeframe or LED saturation level where the Company 

expects these O&M levels to begin to go down to reflect the reduced O&M 

costs of LED fixtures? 

 
b. If the Company does not believe increased deployment of LED fixtures will 

reduce the O&M costs for leased lighting please elaborate why? 

 

c. Additionally, public entities have seen a drastic reduction in the cost of 
outdoor area lighting on the scale of 50% or greater in the past several years, 
while efficiency continues to increase. Again, the current LED LS rate 
constructions appear not to reflect this significant downward trend in fixture 

costs. Please explain the Company’s experience in LED fixture costs over the 
past several years? 

 
A-7. The Company uses an estimated useful life of 100,000 hours or 25 years (based on 

4,000 burn hours per year).  While some LED fixtures have a calculated or 
theoretical lumen maintenance (L70) of 250,000 hours, the other components of 
those fixtures are generally rated for no more than 100,000 hours and no vendor 
has offered a warranty for more than 10 years. 

 
a. No. All O&M savings are built into the proposed LS rates and passed through 

to the customers. 
   

b. LED fixtures will reduce costs to customers, primarily in the area of energy 
savings and overall cost of ownership.  This can be seen in that 85% of existing 
RLS fixtures have a comparable LED with a lower monthly rate.  The cost built 
into the Company’s proposed LED rates include capital installation costs, fixed 

 



Response to Question No. 7 

Page 2 of 3 

Wolfe 

 

 

carrying charge (rate of return, straight line depreciation, income taxes, property 
taxes), annual distribution energy at LE rate, and non-fixture O&M cost of 
$2.71-KU per fixture per year.  That non-fixture O&M cost represents the 

Company’s O&M expenses for repair efforts such as cable repairs (not cable 
replacement), fixing leaning poles, replacing globes/refractors/shields, etc.  
These O&M expenses are not expected to change as a result of LED 
deployment.  The LED LS rates do not include the capital costs to replace the 

bulbs and photo controls of RLS fixtures, which represent the majority of 
lighting repairs and are generally thought to be an area of significant O&M 
savings for lighting customers and providers.  Capital maintenance expenses 
are not expressly captured in the LS/RLS rate design, those expenses are 

captured through the carrying cost, specifically the depreciation schedule 
(which is based on the LED’s expected useful life and essentially represents the 
typical replacement schedule).  Furthermore, the Company’s RLS rates do not 
represent the true cost of ownership for those fixtures due to downward pressure 

on those rates through historical rate case settlements. Additionally, the 
Company continues to see increases in labor costs for Line Technician 
resources who perform installation and maintenance of lighting assets, pushing 
LS LED rates higher. 

 
c. KU and its customers have already realized most of the cost reductions 

attributable to increased LED fixture efficiency. LED efficiency is subject to 
the law of diminishing returns.  Early on in LED manufacturing, LED efficiency 

saw massive, dramatic improvements.  This meant that LED chips could be 
made smaller, put out more lumens, and more lumens per watt.  This allowed 
manufacturers to reduce the size of the LED fixtures/housings, saving expenses 
on metals required for production.  As LED technology became more 

ubiquitous, the LED chips/boards also became cheaper to produce and acquire.  
This is evidenced by the fixture prices built into proposed rates in the 
Company’s 2016 rate case, compared to those in the 2018 rate cases.  The 
Company, and thus its customers, did realize some savings from reduced fixture 

prices between the 2016 rate cases and the 2018 rate cases.  The gains from 
more efficient LEDs and smaller fixtures has started to level off over the past 
2-3 years and as a direct result, LED fixture prices have also leveled off and the 
Company has started to see typical year-to-year increases seen in other 

materials and goods.  See the table below for a comparison of rates and fixture 
prices from the proposed rates in the Company’s 2016, 2018, and 2020 rate 
cases. 
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Kentucky Utilities 

  2016 2018 2020 

Rate Code 
Proposed 

Rate 
Fixture 

Price 
Proposed 

Rate 
Fixture 

Price 
Proposed 

Rate 
Fixture 

Price 

393 $10.13 $150.25 $8.80 $125.40 $7.84 $126.07 

390 $15.21 $228.50 $10.23 $148.50 $9.58 $167.23 

391 $18.42 $298.50 $12.34 $203.50 $11.55 $218.06 

392 $28.09 $572.50 $15.67 $302.50 $14.86 $324.39 

396 $36.27 $228.50 $17.89 $148.50 $18.12 $167.23 

397 $39.47 $298.50 $20.01 $203.50 $20.10 $218.06 

398 $49.15 $572.50 $23.34 $302.50 $23.41 $324.37 

399 $38.32 $662.50 $15.90 $330.00 $15.91 $330.40 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 8 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-8. What is the percentage of street lights throughout the Company’s system that is an 
LED light? 

 

A-8. As of November 2020, 4.74% of outdoor lights provided by the Company to 
customers are LED lights. 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 9  

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-9. Does the Company have any systematic plans to convert restricted lighting to LED, 
such as geography or rate code? 

 

A-9. No.  The Company will continue to provide fixtures and poles for non-LED lights 
as existing fixtures and poles need to be replaced, but will do so only from the 
Company’s existing inventory.  When those inventory items are exhausted, a 
lighting customer whose non-LED fixture or pole needs to be replaced will need to 

convert to a new LED fixture, pole, or both under Rate LS. The Company has 
exhausted its inventory of Rate RLS fixtures in the Lexington area and all future 
replacements will be with a Rate LS LED fixture.    

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 10 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-10. In a prior rate case, the Company defined the end of service life for an LED fixture 
when the fixture fails completely or lumen output is reduced below 70% (L70) of 
initial output rating. 

 
a. Does the Company still use the same definition for end of service life for an 

LED fixture? 
 

b. What are the Company’s plans for service/maintenance for LED lights when 
they near or reach the end of service? 

 
c. When sourcing or purchasing LED fixtures, does the Company have a 

minimum allowable/acceptable L70 rating for fixtures in hours? If so, what is 
that rating? 

 
d. Please provide the L70 rating for each LS LED fixture/rate code currently in 

use. 
 
A-10.  

a. Yes. The Company defines end of service for an LED as when the fixture fails 

or when the lumens depreciate to 70% of their initial output (L70) and that 
depreciation becomes noticeable to the human eye. 

 
b. LED fixtures will be replaced upon failure or when, after customer request or 

visual inspection, Company personnel determine the LED should be replaced 
because the lumen output has depreciated beyond a reasonable level. 

 
c. L70 is not a deciding factor in fixture selection because the Company expects 

other components of the LED fixture (e.g., transformer/driver or surge 
protectors) to fail prior to the LEDs reaching L70.  Nonetheless, the Company 
expects all of the LED fixtures to have an L70 of at least 100,000 hours.   Due 
to the integrated design of LED fixtures, failure of these other components 

requires replacement of the entire LED fixture.   
 

d. See attached.  

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 11 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-11. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 – Section 135 H.R. 6-39 states that “Mercury vapor 
lamp ballasts . . . shall not be manufactured or imported after January 1, 2008.” 

 

a. What is the status of the Company’s inventory for mercury vapor replacement? 
 
b. When is conversion to from mercury vapor to LED anticipated? 
 

c. Since lamp replacements for these MV fixtures are not consistent with the 2005 
Act. Has the Company used a different projection methodology  for the 
replacement of these fixtures? If so, when does the Company anticipate all MV 
fixtures will be converted? 

 
A-11.  

a. The Company does not maintain an inventory of mercury vapor fixtures. 
  

b. See the response to Question No. 9. 
 

c. Lamp replacements for mercury vapor fixtures are consistent with federal law; 
only the manufacture or importation of mercury vapor lamp ballasts is 

forbidden.  This necessitates replacing mercury vapor lighting over time as 
ballasts fail and cannot be replaced.  The Company continues to purchase and 
replace mercury vapor lamps, and does not have a different projection 
methodology for replacement of mercury vapor fixtures. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 12 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-12. Please refer to the RLS Tariff.  It states: “In the event restricted fixtures/poles fail 
and replacements are unavailable, Customer will be given the choice of having 
Company remove the failed fixture/pole or replacing the failed fixture/pole with 

other available fixture/pole.”  The range of lumen output in the new rates 
complicates a photometric study. 

 
a. How will the Company assist municipalities in evaluating roadway illumination 

for the new LS rate options? 
 
b. Please provide an updated cross-reference table (excel) that associates all 

existing RLS rate codes with their LS LED equivalent(s). Please ensure the 

cross reference table includes the RLS and LS cost, and if applicable for LS 
rates the pole category and charges. 

 
A-12.  

a. The Company provides a recommended comparable LED fixture to replace 
each RLS fixture.  Upon request, the Company can provide additional details 
about each LED fixture, including lumen output, light pattern, and IES files.  

 

 b.   See attached. 
  

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 13 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-13. Please state how many new public street lights were installed by KU for each of the 
past three years, indicating the types of lights installed and the number of these 
lights which replaced previously existing street lights, for the following: Lexington-

Fayette Urban County Government; KU’s Kentucky jurisdictional operations; and 
KU’s entire system. 

 
A-13. KU has a long-standing practice of maintaining a database of all lighting related 

activities in Lexington-Fayette County.  KU and LG&E do not replicate this 
practice anywhere else in the service territories.  KU does not have a business need 
to track information at this level for public street lights in KU jurisdictional 
operations or KU’s entire system. 

 
 See attached. 
 
 

 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 14 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-14. For each of the past three years, please provide the number of street lights that KU 
had planned on replacing prior to that year, and a summary of the actual number 
replaced that year for the following:  Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government 

(extrapolate if needed); KU’s Kentucky jurisdictional operations; and KU’s entire 
system. 

 
A-14. The Company completed a planned, systematic conversion of 681 RLS fixtures 

paid for by LFUCG to LS LED fixtures to understand the true cost of a proactive 
LED conversion, in order to compare against the current cost of replacing those 
fixtures during routine maintenance upon failure.  The Company otherwise had no 
planned replacements of street lights for each of the past three years.  The Company 

replaces street lights at the request of customers, or when dictated by failure, 
damage, or unsatisfactory physical condition. 

 
 The Company does not track replacements by customers.  The Company replaced 

fixtures in the approximate amounts indicated below. 
  

2018 2019 2020 

KU Jurisdictional 1913 1848 2525 

KU Entire System 2012 1994 2610 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 15 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-15. Please explain in detail KU’s current policies, procedures, practices, and/or 
guidelines for maintaining street lights in Fayette County and provide copies of the 
same. 

 
a. Does KU regularly inspect individual street lights or the collective street 

lighting in Fayette County? 
 

b. Do these inspections take place only upon the receipt by KU of a complaint 
regarding a particular street light? 

 
c. What is the average response time to replace a non-working street light in 

Fayette County? 
 
d. Does this information differ depending upon the type of street light? If so, 

please provide a detailed explanation. 

 
e. Would AMI deployment as proposed in the Company’s application provide 

information to the Company that would improve any of the response times or 
costs related to lighting? 

 
A-15. The Company maintains its street lights and other lighting products consistent with 

the original Company installation standards, the Terms and Conditions of the 
Lighting Service and Restricted Lighting Service Schedules, and in compliance 

with 807 KAR 5:041.  Electric:  Section 2 – General Requirements, Section 3 – 
Acceptable Standards, and Section 5 – Maintenance or Continuity of Service.  See 
attached for a copy of these installation standards. 

 

a. The Company conducts proactive lighting patrols as part of its normal 
operations.  These night-time patrols are integrated into the Company’s 
normally scheduled operations for outage response activities.  When not 
responding to outages, the Company’s outage technicians, who are on duty 24 

hours a day, 7 days a week, undertake lighting patrol and maintenance activities, 
among other duties that they perform daily. 
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STREET LIGHT PATROL/REPAIR SCHEDULE 
In addition to needed street light repairs reported via the public, LFUCG, 

and internally, concerted patrol and repairs are performed on the following annual 
schedule: 

 

MONTH ZONE ZIP CODE 

JAN 1 40507 

JAN 2 40508 

FEB 3 40505 

MAR 4 40502 
APR 5 40511 

MAY 6 40503 

JUN 7 40509 

JUL 8 40504 

AUG 9 40517 

SEPT 10 40516 

SEPT 11 40513 

OCT 12 40515 
NOV 13 40514 

DEC 14 40510 

 
 

Arterials are scheduled for patrol semi-annually in February and November 
to identify and repair those lights along the following routes: 

 
Man-O-War Blvd – New Circle Road 

Versailles Road – Winchester Road 
Harrodsburg Road – Paris Pike 
Nicholasville Road – Newtown Pike 
Tates Creek Road – Georgetown Road 

Richmond Road – Leestown Road 
 

b. The Company also issues repair orders in response to light outages reported by 
Company employees and contractors, customers, LFUCG personnel, police, 

fire departments, and the general public.  Outages can be reported via: 
 

1. Website:  https://lge-ku.com/outages/report/streetlight  
 

2. Residential Call Center: 1-800-981-0600 
 

3. LexCall 311 
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LexCall is a process for the reporting of street light outages through 
LFUCG’s 311 call in reporting system.  Daily outages are emailed to the 
Company and then entered into a work management system from which a repair 

order is generated.  Relevant repair metrics are provided to LFUCG quarterly. 
 

c. KU has a long-standing practice of tracking lighting repair activity reported by 
LexCall 311 that is not replicated by KU or LG&E anywhere else in the service 

territories.  In 2020, when repairs reported by LexCall 311 could be completed 
by component replacement (bulb and/or photovoltaic control replacement), the 
Company’s average street light repair took 1.10 days.  

 

d. No.    
 

e. No.  Lighting is typically unmetered and therefore is not expected to be 
impacted by the proposed AMI deployment. 
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Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 16 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-16. Please describe in detail all maintenance that must be performed by the Company 
on each type of street light to ensure that it operates properly and provide a list of 
each component of the required maintenance and its monthly cost. 

 
A-16. Normal maintenance consists of replacing the items listed in the table below as 

needed.  The current unit costs are for materials specific to each installation and do 
not include associated installation costs (labor, minor materials, equipment, etc.), 

which are not tracked at this level of detail.  Maintenance is required when the 
Company has identified or received a report that the street light is inoperative.  The 
most common maintenance performed on a street light is the replacement of a 
burned out bulb and/or replacement of an inoperative photoelectric control.   

Additional maintenance activities include cable/conductor repair/replacements, 
pole replacements, and replacing mast arms. 

Normal Street Light Maintenance Material 
 

Item # Unit Description Unit Cost 

7001343 LAMP,HPS,4000L,50W $  7.580 

7001344 LAMP,HPS,5800L,70W $   6.85 

7001345 LAMP,HPS,9500L,100W $   6.85 

7001346 LAMP,HPS,22000L,200W $   8.230 

7001347 LAMP,HPS,50000L,400W $   8.42 

7001349 LAMP,MV,10000L,250W $   6.40 

7001350 LAMP,MV,20000L,400W $   7.32 

7001331 

CONTROL,PHOTOELECTRIC,105-
130V,GRAY 
COVER,ELECTRONIC,1000W,1800VA,TIME 
DELAYED,1.5 FCS TURN ON,CADMIUM-

SULFIDE PHOTOCELL,MINIMUM 160 
JOULE MOV ARRESTER,TWISTLOCK 
BASE,DUSK TO DAWN,USE IN 120V ONLY 

$   3.81 
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7001718 
CAP,SHORTING,PHOTOCONTROL 

BASE,LOCKING TYPE 
$   4.34 

7010269 
STARTER,LIGHTING,HPS,50W-

400W,PLUG-IN TYPE,GE 
$   33.15 

       LED   

3027572 FIXTURE COLONIAL $   330.40 

3024333 FIXTURE OB HEAD $   126.07 

3024334 FIXTURE OB KIT $   189.67 

3024532 FIXTURE COBRA $   167.23 

3024534 FIXTURE COBRA $   218.06 

3024533 FIXTURE COBRA $   324.37 
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Question No. 17 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-17. Please provide both the number and type of public street lights for LFUCG accounts 
for which service or maintenance was performed in each of the last three years and 
the same information for both KU’s Kentucky jurisdictional operations and its 

entire system.  In addition, please provide the basis for generating the above repair 
or maintenance order (i.e., referral from 311, customer complaint, KU) for each of 
the above. 

 

A-17. KU system-wide repair orders for street and other outdoor lights during the periods 
in question are in the table below.  KU does not track repairs by type.  
 

  2018 2019 2020 

Lexington 5,819 6,162 6,502 

KU 
Jurisdictional 18,941 19,093 18,062 

KU 
Entire System 20,021 20,062 19,102 

 
KU does not track repairs by reporting source.  Refer to the detailed response to 

Question No. 15 for the basis of KU’s policies and practices regarding repairs and 
maintenance.  Street light repairs that were referred by Lexcall 311 are shown in 
the table below. 

 

  2018 2019 2020 

Hotline 
Calls 1218 1,349 906 
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Question No. 18 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-18. Provide the average time to repair a malfunctioning street light from the time of 
discovery, either by public reporting or Company representative, initiation of work 
order; to the time the light is restored to operation, work order is closed. 

 
A-18. For KU, the average time to respond to a street light outage report in 2020 was 1.42 

days.  In 2019, the average time to respond to a street light outage report was 1.67 
days.  Lights were restored to operation during this first run 96% of time in 2019 

and 97% of the time in 2020.   
 
 For KU, the average time to repair (from discovery to the time the light is restored 

to operation) in 2020 was 2.01 days.  In 2019, the average time to repair was 2.96 

days. 
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Question No. 19 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-19. Provide a chart of maintenance and repair calls for each street light for LFUCG and 
the total cost for each call, including both materials and labor.  

 

A-19. KU does not track repairs by customer. See attached for a chart of maintenance and 
repair calls by address for all of Fayette County, for 2018 through 2020.  System-
wide, KU has approximately 19,728 streetlight work orders per year at an 
approximate average cost of $195 per order. 
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Question No. 20 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-20. Provide separately the number of calls from the public regarding street lights paid 
for by LFUCG and the rest of the Company’s system. 

 

A-20. The Company does not track the number of calls from the public regarding street 
lights paid for by LFUCG and the rest of the Company’s system.
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Question No. 21 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-21. Provide any internal policies or procedures with regards to street light maintenance, 

repair and replacement. 
 
A-21. The procedure for street light maintenance, repair, and replacement consists of the 

following work practices: 
 

• A reported light outage will be investigated within 2 working days by a trouble 
shooter or service technician. 

o Initial response is comprised of checking the bulb, photocell, voltage, 
and starter (if applicable). 

o Replacement of any of these failed components will be conducted at that 
time. 

o If it is identified that none of the above components are responsible for 
the lighting failure, the work will be transferred to the lighting repair 

work queue. 
 

• A second-level response to light outages involves further investigation into the 
cause of the voltage failure.   

o Typical causes include:   
▪ Defective fixtures 
▪ Fuses 
▪ Third party damage (dig-ins) 

▪ Failed conductors 
o Depending on the type of repair needed, repairs may be made at this 

time or scheduled for a later date. 
 

• A third-level response will include replacement of a feed to the light or a chain 
of lights. 

o This replacement would be conducted by means of boring, plowing, or 
trenching a new feed in conduit. 

o The time frame for this repair will be heavily dependent on weather, 
customer or city property impacts, and/or soil dynamics 

  
See also the response to Question No.15.   
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Question No. 22 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-22. Is KU able to ascertain, at any given time, the number of street lights paid for by 
LFUCG that are actually in proper working order? If so, please provide a detailed 
explanation, and further explain: 

 
a. How many street lights (on average) are actually in proper working order at any 

given time; 
 

b. Whether LFUCG is charged the monthly tariff rate for non-working street lights 
for the periods of time within which such street lights are non-operational or 
not working properly; 

 

c. The amount of time it takes (on average) to bring such street lights into working 
order; and 

 
d. Whether this information differs among different types of street lights. If so, 

please provide this information for each type of light. 
 
A-22. No, KU cannot ascertain the number of street lights that are paid for by LFUCG 

that are operable at any given time.  However, as described in the response to 

Question No. 15(a), KU proactively identifies street light outages and relies upon 
customers to report service problems. 

 
a. All lights, unless reported otherwise, are considered to be in proper working 

order.   
 
b. LFUCG pays a monthly tariff rate for all street lights it has requested and that 

rate schedule provides KU two business days to initiate a repair after 

notification by a customer. 
 
c. See the response to Question No. 18. 

 

d. See the response to Question No. 15(d). 
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Question No. 23  

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-23. Please state how many existing street lights are scheduled (or anticipated) to be 
replaced by the Company over the next five years for which LFUCG currently 
and/or in the future will pay a monthly rate.  Please provide the quantity of each 

type of light being removed and the quantity and type of light that will replace it.  
 
A-23. KU has no scheduled replacements of any current LFUCG street lighting fixtures.   

Street lights on the Restricted Lighting Service rate will be replaced at fixture 

failure with an equivalent LED.  KU cannot anticipate the rate at which RLS 
fixtures will fail and subsequently be replaced with an equivalent LED. 
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Question No. 24 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-24. Please estimate based on historical maintenance how many existing street lights are 
anticipated to be replaced by KU over the next five years within Fayette County.   
Please provide an anticipated breakdown by rate code based on historical failures 

and replacements. 
 
A-24. See the response to Question No. 14 for approximate fixture replacements for 2018, 

2019, and 2020.  Average annual fixture replacements for KU Jurisdictional is 

2,095.  The Company does not track replacements by rate code or by county.  Based 
on historical maintenance the Company expects to replace approximately 2,095 
fixtures with LED fixtures each year over the next 5 years. 
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Question No. 25 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-25. In numerous portions of the filing, the Company makes reference to improving 
communications with the public, including improvements to the web pages and 
mobile applications. There does not appear to be any indication that the Company 

will include the ability to use the mobile application to report and “Geo -Tag” 
inoperable or malfunctioning street lighting. 

 
a. Does the Company plan to include this capability in any mobile application 

upgrades, specifically the ability to “Geo-Tag” or more precisely locate the 
street light? 

 
b. Currently the Company website has a very limited ability to report street light 

outages, will this be improved as part of the proposed community engagement 
improvements? 

 
A-25.  

a. The Company is considering the feasibility of developing this type of feature 
on the Company’s App or Website, but has no definitive plans for deployment. 

 
b.  The company currently has no plans for improvement to the current “Report a 

Streetlight Outage” form that can be found here:  
       https://lge-ku.com/outages/report/streetlight  
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Question No. 26  

 

Responding Witness: N/A 

 

Q-26. [This item intentionally left blank.] 
 
A-26. N/A 
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Question No. 27 

 

Responding Witness: Daniel K. Arbough 

 

Q-27. For Public Street & Highway Lighting, KU Tab 62 Schedule I-2 shows a 15% 
increase in revenues from base year to test year.  Please elaborate on why the test 
year increase is considerably higher than the approximately 1.75% increase in 

overall lighting rates. 
 

A-27. The 15% increase from the base year to the test year is driven primarily by a 
difference in how actual revenues are recorded by revenue class in the first six 

months of the base year and how they are forecasted by revenue class in the last six 
months of the base year and twelve months in the test year.  There is no impact to 
rates as a result of this difference in allocation between revenue classes because 
rates are designed at the tariff level and not the revenue class level.   
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Question No. 28 

 

Responding Witness: Daniel K. Arbough 

 

Q-28. For Public Street & Highway Lighting, KU Tab 62 Schedule I-2, how much of the 
$11,423,230 base year revenue is associated with LFUCG accounts?  How many 
of the 807 customers are LFUCG?  Why does the number of customers decrease to 

413 in the test year? 
 
A-28. LFUCG accounts represented 61.7% of the Public Street & Highway Lighting 

revenue for the first six months of the base period.  The last six months of  the base 

period are based on budgeted street light data, which is not split out by customer.  
As of January 9, 2021, LFUCG accounted for 293 of the Public Street and Highway 
Lighting customers.  The decrease in the number of customers in the test year is 
due to a difference in how customer counts are obtained for actual and forecasted 

periods.  Specifically, customer counts are not forecasted for tariffs that do not have 
a customer charge and forecasted allocations to get revenue from a tariff level to a 
revenue class level do not always match with how actuals are recorded.  There is 
no impact to rates as a result of these difference 
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Question No. 29 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-29. The highest, by cost and quantity, light in LFUCG’s portfolio is RC472.  The LED 
equivalent is the KC2+PK1 light and pole combination.  Please confirm this 
replacement combination and the cost difference that LFUCG will incur as these 

lights are eventually converted.  Will LFUCG pay more or less as the fixtures are 
converted?  Please express the difference in both dollar value and as a percent. 

 
A-29. The recommended comparable LED for RC472 is RC KC2+PK1.   The proposed 

rate for RC472 is $14.59.  The proposed rate for RC KC2+PK1 is $16.80 
($4.03+$12.77) for an increase to LFUCG of $2.21(15%) per RC472 fixture per 
month once converted to LED.  If LFUCG elects to convert a RC472 fixture in 
good working order, LFUCG will pay an additional $7.22 (49%) while paying the 

proposed conversion fee of $5.01 per month for 5 years. 
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Question No. 30 

 

Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-30. Will the monthly LED conversion fee for previously converted LEDs change to the 
new rate of $5.01per month or remain at $6.03 for the remainder of their 60 month 
term? 

 
A-30. The monthly LED conversion fee for previously converted LEDs will change to the 

new rate of $5.01 per month for the remainder of the 60-month term. 
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Question No. 31 

 

Responding Witness: John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-31. Would the Company recognize cost savings if a customer committed to converting 
large numbers of traditional street lighting to LED street lighting? 

 

A-31. No.  Any costs savings are embedded in the LS LED rates and passed through to 
the customer. 

 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 32 

 

Responding Witness: N/A 

 

Q-32. [This item intentionally left blank.] 
 
A-32. N/A 
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Question No. 33 

 

Responding Witness: David S. Sinclair 

 

Q-33. The 2021 Business Plan Electric Load Forecast (Tab 16, Item C, p.5-6) indicates 
2021BP consumption of 14,635 GWh for R/C/I customers, decreasing at least -500 
GWh per year through 2025.  The downward trend is not reflected in the R/C/I rates 

used for capital construction in Tab 26.  Please explain why the R/C/I values differ 
between Tab 16 and Tab 26.  Which is considered more reliable as a forecast?  

 
A-33. The 2021 Business Plan Electric Load Forecast (Tab 16, Item C, p.5-6) shows at 

least a 500 GWh decline plan over plan (2021BP vs. 2020BP) for 2021-2025, not 
year over year.  The chart in Tab 16 is consistent with Tab 26. 
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Question No. 34 

 

Responding Witness:  David S. Sinclair 

 

Q-34. Please quantify the contribution of hydro and solar for the years shown in the 2021 
Business Plan Generation & OSS Forecast (Tab 16, Item H, p.10).  Does the utility 
have plans to increase renewable energy production beyond 2025 to help achieve 
the corporate goal of reducing CO2 emissions by 70%, relative to 2005, by 2040 

(Thompson testimony, p.19)?  If so, please quantify. 
 
A-34. The table below shows actual and forecasted hydro and solar generation from the 

2021 Business Plan Generation and OSS Forecast. 

 

GWh Year Hydro Solar 
Actual 2016 401 12 

2017 341 17 

2018 347 17 

2019 358 17 

6 + 61 2020 384 17 

Forecast 2021 390 18 

2022 390 18 

2023 390 18 
2024 390 17 

2025 390 17 

 
 As recently approved by the PSC in Case 2020-00016, the Companies plan to 

purchase approximately 225 GWh per year from a 100 MW solar facility for 
twenty years starting in 2022, which is not included in the data above.  The 
Companies have also issued a request for proposals for capacity and energy 
resources, including renewables.  The Companies will evaluate these resources 

based on their ability to provide reliable service to the Companies’ customers at 
the lowest reasonable cost.  Any acquisition of additional renewable resources in 
the Companies’ fleet would also serve to reduce CO2 emissions. 

 
1 “6+6” indicates that the 2020 total included 6 months of actual data for January through June and 6 

months of forecast data for July through December. 
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Question No. 35 

 

Responding Witness:  David S. Sinclair 

 

Q-35. Please Refer to Figure 14 in the PPL Corporate Climate Assessment Report, which 
is identified in footnote 6 of Thompson’s testimony.  The Figure shows the curve 
for the Low load forecast.  Please provide the LGE/KU Distributed Solar 
Penetration curve applicable to the Base load forecast, include the numerical values 

for the years 2020 through 2030. 
 
A-35. See attached.
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Question No. 36 

 

Responding Witness:  David S. Sinclair 

 

Q-36. Did the utility conduct a literature review of studies seeking to evaluate the impact 
of distributed generation on peak day loading from jurisdictions having measurable 
solar market penetration? 

 

A-36. The Companies have not done a formal literature review on this topic. However, 
the Companies do follow this topic closely.  For example, the Companies recently 
discussed this topic with another utility with a higher penetration of distributed 
solar, both in terms of number of installations and installed capacity, in their service 

territory. 
  
 Additionally, the Companies seek out studies from other utilities, private 

consultants, government agencies, and academic institutions on a broad range of 

topics. The Company reviews literature not only on the impact of distributed 
generation on peak day loading from jurisdictions having measurable solar market 
penetration, but also the impact of renewables on many other aspects of utility 
operations throughout the U.S.
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Question No. 37 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy / Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-37. Under how many different types of customer rate codes does the LFUCG currently 
make payments to KU?  For each type of class, please provide the following 
information: 

 

a. The type of customer rate code; 
 
b. The number of LFUCG accounts in each such rate code; 
 

c. The total amount paid by the LFUCG for each such rate code during the last 12 
month period; and 

 
d. The total net projected impact for each such rate code under the proposed rate 

increase. 
 
A-37.  

a. See attached. 

 
b. See attached. 

 
c. See attached.  

 
d. The Company has not performed the specific calculation for each of the 

LFUCG accounts.  See Schedule M-2.3 at Tab 66 of the filing requirement for 
the proposed increase for each rate class. 
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Question No. 38 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-38. For each separate LFUCG account please provide a detailed analysis showing the 
impact of the proposed rate versus the existing rate using the most recent 12 month 
actual usage and billing data.  Please also provide a detailed explanation of the 
formula that was used to obtain this information.  In particular, please show the 

formula or calculations indicating the total fiscal impact, including the application 
of the fees and all applicable adjustments (Environmental, DSM, Fuel, etc.).  

 
A-38. The Company has not performed the specific calculation for each of the LFUCG 

accounts. See Schedule M-2.3 at Tab 66 of the filing requirements for the proposed 
increase for each rate class. 
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Question No. 39 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-39. Please provide a schedule showing the following information for each current 
LFUCG account for 2018, for 2019 and the first 10 months of 2020 separately by 
year and not added together. 

 

a. Applicable tariff. 
 
b. Other tariffs that could be applicable to this account. 
 

c. Total sum paid. 
 
A-39. See attached.  The information requested is confidential and proprietary and is 

being provided under seal pursuant to a petition for confidential protection.   Subpart 

b does not apply, as all customer accounts are currently on their correct rate . 
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Question No. 40 

 

Responding Witness:  Christopher M. Garrett 

 

Q-40. Does KU have an estimate or general or specific information on how much revenue 
is derived from Fayette County customers? If so, please provide by customer class 
for each of the last three years as well as a comparison of the percentage of revenue 
that this constitutes in relation to all revenues. 

 
A-40. See attached.  
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Question No. 41 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-41. Please state whether the LFUCG’s franchise fee applies to all tariffs for services 
provided in Fayette County? If not, please identify each tariff for which the 
franchise fee does not apply. 

 

A-41. See the tariffs filed at Tab 4 of the Filing Requirements for current and proposed 
applicability of the franchise fee to each rate schedule. 
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Question No. 42 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-42. Please refer to Bellar testimony, page 55, Line 20, regarding “Status  Quo alternative 
which assumes replacing existing meters as they fail with non-communicating 
electronic meters.”  Describe: 

 
a. What is failure rate of current meters? 
 
b. When does the Company believe the current meters in use would be completely 

replaced by the “non – communicating electronic meters”? 
 
c. In detail, what type of “non-communicating electronic” meters would be used? 
 

d. Explain why the Company cannot replace the existing meters, as they fail, with 
AMI meters? 

 
A-42.   

a. Meter failure rates are a function of age and can be found in Table 2 of the 
Meter Life Study in Exhibit LEB-3, Appendix C. 

 
b. The Companies’ electric meters primarily consist of non-communicating 

electromechanical and non-communicating electronic meters.  In the Status 
Quo, the Companies replace non-communicating electromechanical and non-
communicating electronic meters as they fail with non-communicating 
electronic meters.  As stated in the Meter Life Study, the last new 

electromechanical meters were installed in 2008, and electromechanical meters 
can last up to 70 years.  Therefore, electromechanical meters may not be fully 
replaced until as late as 2078. 

 

c. These are traditional solid-state electronic meters which do not have 
communication modules (e.g., Encoder Receiver Transmitter modules, Power 
Line Carrier modules, RF mesh modules, or cellular modules).  

 

d. If granted approval by the Commission, the Companies can replace existing 
meters as they fail with AMI meters.  The Companies evaluated this Replace-
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As-Meters-Fail alternative in Section 5.2 of Exhibit LEB-3 and found that doing 
so resulted in a higher cost compared to the proposed AMI project 
implementation timeline.  
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Question No. 43 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-43. Refer to Exhibit LEB-3. Does the Status Quo scenario include costs already 
embedded in existing rates?  For example, Table 4 identifies costs associated with 
meter reading and field service, yet these costs are generally associated with 

customer base charges. 
 
A-43. Yes. The analysis summarized in Exhibit LEB-3 evaluated all relevant costs for 

each alternative. 
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Question No. 44 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-44. Refer to Exhibit LEB-3, Appendix D.  LFUCG has experienced some equipment 
problems attributed to off-normal voltage conditions.  With regards to Conservation 
Voltage Reduction potential, will additional support be available for customers to 

diagnose issues with the utility?  If problems are encountered, will the utility disable 
“dynamic” CVR to address end-use compatibility problems? 

 
A-44. AMI meters will be configured to record and provide voltage information to the 

Companies. This information, in addition to other data collected from devices 
across the distribution system apart from the proposed AMI project, will provide 
the Companies with detailed information to assist in diagnosing voltage issues at 
the Company-customer connection point and across the distribution system. 

 
Customer reliability and electrical service quality is very important to the 
Company. For certain situations as problems are encountered or reported, the utility 
will be able to disable CVR for these select areas until the problems can be resolved. 
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Question No. 45 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-45. Would Conservation Voltage Reduction ever be used to increase voltage within the 
tolerance band? 

 
A-45. Conservative Voltage Reduction, by itself, would not be used to increase voltage 

for customers. The equipment deployed as part of a Volt/Var Optimization program 
that enables Conservative Voltage Reduction may increase the voltage within the 
tolerance band depending on the voltage profile of the circuit to keep customers 
above the minimum limit. 
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Question No. 46 

 

Responding Witness:  Kent W. Blake 

 

Q-46. Please refer to Blake testimony on Page 16, line 19, regarding “The Companies 
would expect to use the amortization of the regulatory assets and liabilities 
associated with the AMI project to address this up-front cost and long-term benefit 

issue such that customers would never see an increase in revenue requirements 
associated with implementing AMI” and Exhibit KWB-2. 

 
a. Does page 2 of Exhibit KWB-2 reflect the 15-year allocation of the AMI costs 

pursuant to the statement beginning on page 16, line 9? 
 
b. Would the rate impact of this allocation be zero, or even positive for ratepayers, 

because of this allocation? 

 
c. What, specifically, would the rate impact of this allocation be for Residential, 

Consumer, industrial, lighting for each year between 2026 and 2046? 
 

d. If the answer to c indicates any increase rate in any year for any class, how does 
that comport with the statement that “customers would never see an increase in 
revenue requirements”? 

 

e. How are customers protected against rate increases if actual costs come in 
above the expectations shown in Exhibits KWB-1 and KWB-2? 

 
f. Is the Company willing to accept in the CPCN case that there will be no rate 

impact to the AMI proposal? 
 
g. If there is no revenue requirement or rate impact to the AMI project, why are 

the companies seeking a CPCN? 

 
A-46.   

a. The rows labeled “Regulatory Asset Amortization” and “Regulatory Liability 
Amortization” on page 2 of Exhibit KWB-2 reflect the concepts from page 16, 

line 19 assuming the AMI meters are depreciated over a 15-year life. 
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b. The impact to the Companies’ combined revenue requirement of the AMI 
project relative to the status quo is shown in the last row of Exhibit KWB-2 
(page 2 for a 15-year meter life and page 3 for a 20-year meter life).  It does 

show either zero impact or a positive impact for every year shown. 
 
c. The Companies have not performed a 20-year cost of service study to assess 

how the components of the changes to the Companies’ combined revenue 

requirement under AMI would be allocated across customer classes.  However, 
as noted in b above, the combined revenue requirement impact is shown as zero.     

 
d. N/A 

 
e. The deployment of AMI is no different than any other capital project.  The 

decision is made with the best available information at the time of the decision.  
Unforeseen costs or benefits are always possible with any major investment 

decision.  However, the analysis summarized in Exhibit LEB-3 demonstrates 
that the downside risk associated with the AMI proposal is very low. 
Furthermore, the Companies are deferring all cost recovery on the project until 
it is complete and implementation costs are known.  

 
As stated in the Blake testimony at page 3, lines 5-8, the Companies have sought 
thoughtful ways to “provide for cost recovery of the Companies’ proposed AMI 
investment in a manner which, based on the Companies’ current projections, 

will not result in an increase in our customers’ rates currently or when cost 
recovery of that investment is ultimately sought.”   Finally, the Commission 
retains its full ratemaking power under KRS Chapter 278 to approve, deny, or 
modify the Companies’ rates in the future.    

 
f. See the response to part (e).   
 
g. The Companies are seeking a CPCN for the proposed AMI project because it is 

required.   
 

Kentucky statute and regulation require a utility to obtain a CPCN when a 
proposed construction project is not an “ordinary extension[] of  existing 

systems in the usual course of business.”2  The Commission has defined an 
“ordinary extension” as “facilities that do not result in the wasteful duplication 
of utility plant, do not compete with the facilities of existing public utilities, and 
do not involve a sufficient capital outlay to materially affect the existing 

financial condition of the utility involved or to require an increase in utility 
rates.”3  Although the proposed AMI project will not result in wasteful 

 
2 KRS 278.020(1).  See also 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(3). 
3 The Application of Northern Kentucky Water District (A) For Authority to Issue Parity Revenue 

Bonds in the Approximate Amount of $16,545,000; and (B) A Certificate of Public Convenience and 
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duplication of utility plant and will not compete with the facilities of existing 
public utilities, the proposed AMI project will involve a sufficient capital outlay 
– approximately $302.5 million.   

 
Most recently, the Commission issued Orders in the Companies’ 2020 ECR 
cases that state “The Commission finds that, until further Order of the 
Commission, any capital expenditure that exceeds $100 million will be 

considered material to [KU’s] [LG&E’s] financial position and will require a 
CPCN.”4  Because the projected cost of AMI implementation is more than three 
times the threshold amount announced in the Order, the project cost is 
considered material.   

 
Additionally, the Commission has held that certain projects, such as smart grid 
deployments,5 as a matter of policy generally require a CPCN even if the project 
cost would not otherwise be considered material.   

 
  

 
Necessity for the Construction of Water Main Facilities, Case No. 2000-00481, Order at 4 (Ky. PSC Aug. 
30, 2001). 

4 Electronic Application of Kentucky Utilities Company for Approval of Its 2020 Compliance Plan 

for Recovery by Environmental Surcharge, Case No. 2020-00060, Order at 13 (Ky. PSC Sept. 29, 2020); 
Electronic Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company for Approval of an Amended 

Environmental Compliance Plan and a Revised Environmental Surcharge, Case No. 2020-00061, Order at 
13 (Ky. PSC Sept. 29, 2020). 

5 Consideration of the Implementation of Smart Grid and Smart Meter Technologies, Case No. 

2012-00428, Order at 11 (Ky. PSC Apr. 13, 2016). 
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Question No. 47 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-47. Regarding the new AMI Meters proposed in the CPCN. 
 

a. How long have these meters been in use? 

 
b. What other utilities have used them? 
 
c. What is the failure rate of the proposed new AMI meters? 

 
d. Does the company that provides these meters warrant their operations?  For 

how long? 
 

e. What are replacement costs of these new meters? 
 
f. What network communications protocols do these proposed new meters use? 

 

A-47.  
a.   At LG&E these meters have been in use for 10 years in the downtown network.  

Landis + Gyr is a global supplier of these meters.  Landis + Gyr introduced the 
FOCUS AX-SD meter in 2007.   

 
b.   See attached.  The information requested is confidential and proprietary and is 

being provided under seal pursuant to a petition for confidential protection. 
 

c.  See the response to Question No. 42(a).  As stated in Section 3 of Exhibit LEB-
3, AMI meters are assumed to have the same failure rates as non-
communicating electronic meters. 

 

d.   Yes, Landis + Gyr provided a 5-year warranty for the meters 
 
e.    See Table 15 in Section 6.1.2 of Exhibit LEB-3. 

   

f.  The meters use 900 MHz unlicensed spectrum for communications from the 
meter to a collector.  The collector uses fiber or public data network to 
communicate to Command Center.  
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Question No. 48 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-48. Will the proposed AMI meters use capacitor or battery technology as a backup 
power source to support communication reporting during outages? 

 

a. What is the anticipated time the backup power source will be able to report? 
 
b. What is the anticipated life expectancy of the capacitor or battery? 
 

c. Has this proposal included maintenance or replacement costs for this critical 
piece of the infrastructure? 

 
d. What backup power sources will be utilized for the other critical points in the 

communications network, at the transformers, repeaters, sub-stations, etc? 
 
e. Has maintenance and lifecycle replacement costs for the backup power 

components been included in your proposal, if so please indicate where and 

how much? 
 
A-48. The proposed AMI electric meters use a capacitor as a backup power source. 

 

a.   Approximately 1.5 minutes. 
 
b.   20 years.  
 

c.   Yes.  When this component fails, the entire meter has to be replaced.   
 

d.   The collectors in the communications network feature battery backup. 
 

e. Yes, the maintenance and lifecycle replacement costs for backup power 
components are included as part of the ongoing costs related to meters and 
networks detailed in Sections 6.1 and 6.2 of Exhibit LEB-3.  The Companies 
have not broken out the cost of backup power components from the total 

ongoing costs for meters and the network.
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Question No. 49 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-49. Accurate meter locations are fundamental to proper billing.  Please describe the 
capabilities of the proposed asset inventory system for AMI with regards to geo -
coding meter locations against a visible characteristic such as serial number or 

barcode number. 
 
A-49. The asset inventory system will track meter locations while the meters are not in 

service; this includes the meter lifecycle of testing, cleaning, and storing while in 

inventory. The Companies capture GPS coordinates of their metering locations and 
store that information, along with characteristics like serial number, in several other 
systems like the Customer Information System, Geographic Information System, 
and others.   
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Question No. 50 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-50. Exhibit JKW-2 alludes to potential overlap between information coming from AMI 
and existing SCADA systems.  Does the utility anticipate the retirement of 
SCADA, or similar, legacy systems as part of AMI?  If so, are these beneficial 

savings part of the analysis in Exhibit LEB-3? 
 
A-50. No, AMI is not a replacement for SCADA or other distribution systems. 
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Question No. 51 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-51. A number of the claimed benefits associated with AMI are improved 
communications and notifications. Wolfe testimony from EPRI Exhibit JKW-2 
says there can be communications issues for customers with multiple accounts. 

LFUCG is a major customer with 380 accounts in the Residential, and General 
Service rates. 

 
a. How will you address communications and notification issues for major 

customers to avoid confusion or to assist in identifying which account has the 
issue? 

 
b. Also, the current MyMeter website utilizes a pull down menu if you have 

multiple accounts, as LFUCG does. What changes or improvements are 
proposed to assist major clients when accessing the MyMeter interface, i.e. 
finding one of 380 accounts in a pulldown? 

 

A-51. 
a.  Communications will be linked to the meter on the account so that issues can 

be addressed specifically with the service associated with that meter and its 
account. 

 
b. The Company’s MyMeter interface now offers functionality that may help (e.g. 

providing the capability to “nickname” an account to make it easier to find 
within the pulldown list). Additionally, customers with multiple accounts that 

would like to view their accounts grouped together can create a “Meter Group” 
which then allows those customers to see more than one meter’s data at a time. 
The Company welcomes other ideas LFUCG may have and an on-going dialog 
to help them through their Key Account representative. 
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Question No. 52 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-52. How will information received from AMI meters be received, processed, and then 
made available via the MyMeter web portal? 

 

a. Currently this process results in an approximate 24 hour delay. Will the 
expansion of AMI reduce this average time, or will the increased amount of 
data being processed increase this time? 

 

b. Will there be differences noted for different customers, i.e. those in rural areas 
will take longer, currently opt-in accounts in more urban areas tend to update 
quicker? 

 

A-52. Raw interval data from AMI meters is securely transferred to MyMeter web portal 
at least every 4 – 6 hours.  Generally, the meter transfers data to a collector either 
directly or through another meter or router.  The data is then transferred to a head-
end system called Command Center.  The meter data is currently transferred from 

Command Center to MyMeter.  If the proposed AMI deployment is approved, a 
new step will transfer the validated interval data from the Meter Data Management 
System (MDMS) to MyMeter on a daily basis.  
 

a. Currently the data in MyMeter web portal is updated every 4 - 6 hours for 
customers with mesh meters in the AMS Opt-In Program and every 24 hours 
for customers with cellular meters.  It is expected that this time will not increase 
if the AMI expansion is approved. 

 
b. The timeframe stated above is for all customers regardless of location.  

Communication or network problems can create a longer update period until 
the issue is resolved but this is the exception and not normal day-to-day 

experience. 
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Question No. 53 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-53. Please refer to Exhibit JKW - 1 at page 35 of 44. Dominion energy utilized 
advanced analytics from their AMI data to identify individual electrical loads 
within the individual customer’s homes to identify the individual heating system 

type. Refer to Exhibit ELS-2 KU-LGE Fact sheet sample “MYTH: Advance meters 
are an invasion of privacy. TRUTH: Advance meters measure how much energy 
you use, based on time of day, not how you use that energy. Unless you install a 
home energy management system, advance meters cannot tell whether the energy 

used is from your oven, air conditioner, or hair dryer.” These two exhibits are 
contradictory, please provide explain the discrepancy. 

 
a. Schneider Electrical, Sense, and several other manufactures currently have 

technology (hardware and software) that can and do utilize advanced analytics 
to identify specific electrical devices based on load characteristics, i.e. water 
heater, pump, dishwasher, etc. Thus, the technology exists and is currently in 
widespread commercial use. The Dominion case cited in Exhibit JKW indicates 

utilities will have the ability to do this level of analytics. Does the Company 
acknowledge that the AMI system proposed does not have the capability to 
measure or perform any advanced analytics? 
 

b. Will the Company stipulate that should upgrades to the AMI equipment or 
software make it possible for advanced analytics in the future, the Company is 
committed to not utilizing this or any other technology to measure anything 
other than gross or net energy use over time as stated in this filing? 

 
A-53. AMI meters measure interval energy consumption.  When the interval consumption 

is married with time, then inferences can be made on the source of the consumption.  
For instance, a large increase in consumption every hour may indicate the energy 

consumed by an HVAC system above the home’s baseline consumption. It is the 
combination of time with corresponding energy usage fed into an analytical system 
that is programmed to infer disaggregation of the energy consumption by device.  
Sometimes the addition of other data such as weather to time and energy 

consumption allows for better disaggregation.  Thus, the two exhibits are not 
contradictory.  The meter by itself does not identify individual devices in the home.  
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Energy use from the meter feed into an analytics system can infer end-use device 
consumption. 

 

a. Confirmed.  The AMI system proposed does not have systems or capabilities to 
perform advanced analytics. 
 

b. No the Companies will not commit to only measuring energy.  The Companies 

have policies to protect customer’s privacy.  The Companies previously 
committed to not sell customer energy usage information.  Utilizing advanced 
analytics to understand how and when customers use the Companies’ services 
is critical to planning for reliable and affordable service. Additionally, 

customers may want and expect the Companies to provide disaggregated usage 
so they can make informed decisions on energy efficiency investments they are 
planning.  In addition, advanced analytics can assist in identifying system losses 
or theft.  Consequently, the value of the interval data through advanced 

analytics is beneficial to both the customer and the Companies. 
 
The Companies will use the data and insights consistent with the privacy 
policies but will use the value of these analytics in the future to measure things 

other than gross or net energy over time.    
 
 



Response to Question No. 54 

Page 1 of 2 

Bellar 

 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 54 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-54. One principle factor the Company is promoting for the implementation of AMI is 
the ability for customers to utilize the information to perform energy management 
and cost reductions. What observations have KU or LG&E recorded regarding 

energy consumption changes in the Opt-in pilot group customers? 
 

a. Provide all data from the Opt-in pilot group reporting average consumption 
reductions over time. 

 
b. Was this data utilized to project system wide consumption reductions for AMI 

implementations? 
 

c. How will these proposed reductions impact the Company’s revenue and 
generation? 

 
d. In Blake’s testimony, under other drivers of requested revenue increase; KU is 

requesting an additional $15,000,000 due to reduction in load and net revenue. 
It appears based on this precedence that customers may be asked in the future 
to make up revenue shortfalls that are being shown as a driving factor to benefit 
the rate payers as a result of customer’s energy management activities as a result 

of AMI implementation? Please explain how this request for additional revenue 
driven by load reductions, partially due to the widespread adoption of LED 
lighting, i.e. rate payer energy management activities will not result in future 
requests for additional revenue? 

 
A-54. The Companies disagree with the assertion that energy management is a principal 

factor for AMI implementation, as the project is primarily justified on operational 
savings.  The Companies’ observations are a result of Tetra Tech’s analysis, 

summarized in Appendix E of Exhibit LEB-3.  
 
a.  See Exhibit LEB-3, Appendix E. 
 

b. Yes. See page A-19 of Appendix A in Exhibit LEB-3. 
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c. The proposed reductions will reduce generation and associated fuel expense as 
evaluated in Exhibit LEB-3.  See page A-19 of Appendix A in Exhibit LEB-3.  
The AMI analysis was focused on these impacts, the Companies have not 

evaluated the impact on total revenue. Broadly, Company net revenue will also 
be impacted in any case where consumption is reduced and fixed costs are 
being recovered in a variable rate, a general concept related to rate design not 
unique to AMI as noted. 

 
d. See the response to part c.  Additionally, the evaluation in Exhibit LEB-3 

shows from a PV perspective revenue requirements overall will be lower 
should an AMI deployment be undertaken as proposed.  Thus, on balance 

revenue requests from customers (considering all rate mechanisms) will be 
lower than the Status Quo. 
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Question No. 55 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-55. Refer to Blake testimony Page 18, Line 15 regarding “development of a complete 
RF mesh network across the Companies’ service territories” and Wolfe Testimony, 
page 28, line 7, regarding “Using the existing, Company-owned, radio frequency 

mesh network could provide cost savings not possible without that network” 
 

a. Is the RF network referred to by Mr. Blake, the same one referred to by Mr. 
Wolfe? 

 
i. If not, what “development” is needed to meet the needs of the proposed 

AMI meters 
 

ii.   If so, why does a new RF mesh network need to be developed? 
 

b. Please describe in detail the network needs to meet the AMI proposal that do 
not currently exist. 

 
A-55.  

a. Yes.  
 

i. N/A 
 
ii. The RF mesh network needs to be further developed to communicate with 
the meters and transfer data/information to and from the meters.  The existing 

RF mesh network, predominately in Jefferson and Fayette Counties, will 
continue to be utilized in those areas. Operating the metering function to bill 
customers is the primary purpose of the network.  However, the network can be 
utilized for additional services and information important to Electric 

Distribution where they do not have communications networks, such as 
capacitor banks.  The RF mesh network can provide communications to those 
devices that is faster than rolling a truck to the device but is not at the same 
speed required for a critical infrastructure system such as SCADA.  
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b. The Companies do not have a network that spans to every meter served.  The 
networks the Companies operate cover major and critical equipment necessary 
for the safe and reliable provision of electric and gas service.  The RF mesh 

network will expand to cover every meter and thus provide information from 
these meters for analysis and operational purposes, which does not exist today 
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Question No. 56 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-56. Please refer to Blake’s Testimony at A-15, at which Blake indicates that the 
proposed use of remote connect/disconnects will be a source of cost savings. It is 
unlikely that all future connects/disconnects will be done remotely. 

 
a. What percent of each have you used for cost savings projections? What support 

do you have for these assumptions? 
 

b. If these assumptions prove wrong, or there are unforeseen issues that may arise 
with remote connects/disconnects causing them to be discontinued. Quantify 
the fiscal impact on future projected savings, if remote connect/disconnect does 
not meet assumptions. 

 
A-56. The Companies note that the referenced testimony appears to be from Exhibit LEB-

3 at A-15. 
 

a. The Companies estimated cost savings by analyzing Field Services’ traditional 
workload relative to activities that would be impacted by AMI, along with the 
historical percentage of disconnects/reconnects that have occurred on accounts 
that would be expected to have the remote capability with AMI. In 2019, over 

97% of disconnections/reconnections related to credit involved a meter that 
would be expected to be capable of remote connection once AMI is installed. 

 
To be conservative, the Companies assumed that some amount of new activities 

will result from AMI and retained Field Services staff to perform these activities 
and manage exceptions to remote disconnections/reconnections. The 
Companies leveraged internal subject matter experts to then review staffing 
such that the Companies maintain appropriate geographic coverage to respond 

to customer needs. 
 
b. It is reasonable to assume that the vast majority of service 

disconnections/reconnections will be completed remotely, and that retained 

Field Services staff will be able to manage exceptions to this process.  The 
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Companies have not performed any analysis that assumes a higher level of Field 
Services labor.  
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Question No. 57 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-57. Referring to communications with the proposed AMI meters, 
 

a. Why is communication with the proposed AMI meters using RF and not fiber 

or other wireless communication options? 
 
b. Will the proposed AMI meters be compatible with fiber communications? 
 

 
c. Will the proposed AMI meters be compatible with other wireless 

communications options? 
 

d. Would there need to be any additional costs to use fiber communications? 
 
 
e. Would there need to be any additional costs to use other wireless 

communications options? 
 
f.  Does current wireless technology in Fayette County meet requirements of full 

use of the proposed AMI technology? 

i. If the answer to f is “no”, what level of wireless technology will be 
needed? 

 
A-57. a.  See the response to AG-KIUC 1-200.  

 
b.  No  
 
c.  No. 

 
 d.  Yes, fiber doesn’t exist to every meter.  The  Companies are using fiber to 

facilitate backhaul from collectors when possible but not every planned 
collector location has fiber available. 

 
e.   Yes.  
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f. The Companies are not aware of the capabilities of Fayette County wireless 
technology.  Should wireless technology refer to publicly available cellular 
networks, those can be used to support AMI technology but the associated risk 

of premature obsolescence makes it imprudent for meter level communications 
at scale. See AG-KIUC 1-200. The Companies plan to use public cellular to aid 
data backhaul from collectors. 
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Question No. 58 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-58. Please Refer to Application Exhibit #4.  The Landis and Gyr AMI equipment 
indicates is it “Zigbee” enabled for home network. 

 

a. Will the Company allow homeowners the option of connecting to this “Zigbee” 
connection? 

 
b. Will this allow customers to monitor their energy consump tion in “Real time” 

via the “Zigbee” connection? 
 
c. Does the Company anticipate charging a fee for customers to utilize the 

“Zigbee” connection? 

 
d. If the Company will not allow customers to utilize this feature contained within 

the proposed equipment, what is the reason and justification for not permitting 
customers to monitor via the meter’s local “Zigbee” connection? 

 
A-58. See the Companies response to AG-KIUC 1-214.  

 
a.  Yes.  

 
b.  Yes, it could with a “bridge” or other device connected via Zigbee.  
 
c. No, not to use the connection.  

 
d.  Not applicable. 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 59 

 

Responding Witness:  Kent W. Blake / Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-59. Refer to Thompson testimony page 5, line 18, “The Companies have devoted 
significant resources to assessing potential cybersecurity vulnerabilities with their 
operational technology infrastructure and are developing a plan for mitigating those 

vulnerabilities” and various other statements. 
 

a. Explain in detail the resources allotted to potential cybersecurity vulnerabilities. 
 

b. What is the default behavior of the proposed AMI meters when experiencing a 
service interruption? 

 
c. What is the default behavior of the proposed AMI meters when experiencing a 

cybersecurity attack? 
 
d. Do the proposed AMI meters have a physical, mechanical override function? 
 

e. How will company inform specific customers of cybersecurity breaches? 
 
f. How will company inform the public of cybersecurity breaches? 
 

g. Will the company agree to communicate cybersecurity breaches with LFUCG? 
 
A-59.    

a. The Companies have 24 employees dedicated to cybersecurity.  Additionally 

the Company uses the following organizations and partnerships for threat 
monitoring and detection: Edison Electric Institute (EEI), including the Cyber 
Mutual Assistance (CMA) program; Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI); 
Electricity Information Sharing and Analysis Center (E-ISAC); Cybersecurity 

Risk Information Sharing Program (CRISP); FBI Infragard Partnership 
Program; FBI Domestic Security Alliance Council (DSAC); Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) – Protective Security Advisors; Fusion Centers in 
all service areas.  
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b. The meter maintains its current status upon a service interruption.   
 

c. The meter does not have a capability of determining a cybersecurity attack.  The 

meter reports events such as disconnect, reconnection, tilt, reverse flow which 
can be used to determine tampering.  All AMI meters have advanced security 
communications which means that every meter has its own individual 
encryption certificate to communicate with the head-end system. 

 
d. AMI meters have the capability to be closed by an authorized company 

representative at the meter should the communications fail. 
 

e. Not all cybersecurity breaches result in customer data being compromised. The 
specifics of a cybersecurity breach determine how the Companies communicate 
with customers. In the event the Companies determine customer 
communications are appropriate they will use standard customer 

communication options (e.g. postal mail, phone calls, etc.) to ensure customers 
are informed so they can take appropriate individual actions. 

 
f. Not all cybersecurity breaches result in customer data being compromised. The 

specifics of a cybersecurity breach determine how the Companies communicate 
to the public. In the event the Companies determine customer communications 
are appropriate they will use standard public communication options. 

 

g. Communication of a cybersecurity breach to LFUCG will be determined based 
upon the specifics of any breach. 
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Question No. 60 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-60. The Company has described AMI System as a series of systems integrated to 
provide many benefits, application exhibit 3. As such, when the project is complete 
and cost recovery is sought, estimated to be in 5 years, 

 

a. Will The Company seek cost recovery across all rate payers, as this system 
benefits the entire distribution system? 

 
b. Will advanced meters become available for Power Service customers, if so 

when, if not why? 
 
c. Currently, the Company’s Power Service meters bill in 15 minute intervals, but 

do not record any data, thus there is no time stamp available when meter/billing 

issues arise. Are there any plans to address this issue? 
 
A-60.  

a. Cost recovery will follow cost of service principles and will be addressed in the 

next base rate proceeding. Mr. Bellar states in his direct testimony, page 54 
lines 1-3, “Under the ratemaking proposal Mr. Blake presents, there will be no 
rate impact to customers as a result of these rate cases and customers will 
ultimately receive the cost savings AMI will provide.” 

 
b. Some Power Service meters will receive advanced meters. Those that are 

currently processed and billed by the Company’s Itron MV-90 system are not 
in scope for the proposed AMI deployment due to the complexity of billing rate 

determinants and calculation validations. The advanced meter deployment 
schedule has meters installed from late 2022 – 2026. 

 
c. Yes.  AMI meters will have 15 minute consumption data available that is date 

and time stamped. 
 
  

 



 

 
 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 61 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy / Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-61. Will AMI extend to Time of Day (TOD) Primary and Secondary and Power Service 
(PS) Primary and Secondary meters/rates? 

 
a. If PS and TOD meters are not impacted by AMI, will these still be read in 

person monthly? 
 
b. Will all currently required meter inspections and testing that are requested to be 

waived, modified, or eliminated in this rate case continue or will these be 

modified even though AMI meters will not be installed on these accounts? 
 

A-61. Time of Day (TOD) Primary and Secondary meters, and Power Service (PS) 
Primary and Secondary meters which are currently processed and billed by the 

Company’s Itron MV-90 system are not in scope for the proposed AMI deployment 
due to complexity of billing rate determinants and calculation validations. 

 
a. The above-mentioned meters will continue to be read monthly through the 

Company’s existing meter reading process. 
 

b. All currently required meter inspections and testing will continue unchanged 
for the above-mentioned meters. 
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Question No. 62 

 

Responding Witness: Eileen L. Saunders  

 

Q-62. Collective billing can results in delays up to 59 days from the meter read date to 
bill issuance, and/or the availability of detailed use and billing data on the customer 
web portal.  Please elaborate on any changes to collective billing that are proposed 
or may result from AMI implementation. 

 
a. Would the proposed AMI system decrease the time from meter reading to bill 

issuance for collective billing customers? 
 

b. Would the decrease apply to all rate codes using collective billing?  If not, 
please identify which rate codes would not benefit. 

 
A-62. The proposed AMI implementation is not expected to change collective billing 

processes in that a collective bill cannot issue until reads from all meters under the 
collective bill have been received. 

 
a. The proposed AMI system will enable the Companies to explore ways to bring 

the meter reading timeframes closer together for meters under a collective bill, 
thus potentially shortening the time it takes to issue a collective bill.  
 

b. Any potential decreased time between meter reading to bill issuance would be 

the result of meters under the collective bill moving to AMI, as such, the 
decrease will not apply to all rate codes and would also be impacted by any 
AMI opt out under the collective bill. Setting opt out aside, collective billing 
that includes Time of Day (TOD) Primary and Secondary meters, and some 

Power Service (PS) Primary and Secondary meters which are currently 
processed and billed by the Company’s Itron MV-90 system would not be 
expected to benefit from decreased time from meter reading to bill issuance.  
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Question No. 63 

 

Responding Witness:  Eileen L. Saunders 

 

Q-63. Will deployment of the AMI system result in any changes to customers that 
currently receive utility billing information via “Flat File”?  If yes, please explain 
what changes are anticipated. 

 

A-63. Yes.  Customers will still be able to receive their “Flat File.”  However, AMI offers 
enhanced capabilities and customers may find they no longer have a need for a “Flat 
File.”  For example, customers can download their data from the MyMeter web 
Portal on demand.  Customers can set usage alerts and see the data graphically. 
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Question No. 64 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-64. Regarding Schedule M-1.3, please affirm or clarify whether the lines for “Solar 
Energy Credit” represent energy exported to the utility grid from privately owned 
distributed generation systems, and that the total generation received in the base 
year was 498,348 kWh. 

 
A-64. No. In Schedule M-1.3, “Solar Energy Credit” refers to energy credits provided to 

customers served under LG&E’s Solar Share or Business Share Programs.   These 
credits do not represent energy exported to the utility grid from privately owned 

distributed generation systems.
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Question No. 65 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-65. Please refer to Seeley testimony at 43 that refers to the Rider SQF that was 
implemented to comply with Sections 201 and 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1978.  What is the capacity limit for qualifying facilities under 
PURPA? 

 
A-65. The capacity limit for a qualifying facility under PURPA is 80 MW; however, Rider 

SQF is limited to 100 kW. 
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Question No. 66 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-66. Is SQF tariff value equal to the avoided cost to the Companies of providing 
unneeded energy to the qualifying cogeneration or small power production facilities 
while these facilities are generating and providing power to the companies’ system? 

 

a. Please provide the calculations the Company used to compute the existing 
Standard Rate Rider SQF. 

 
b.  Do Sections 201 and 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 

require that the SQF tariff be equal to avoided cost? Please provide the reason 
for your answer. 

 
A-66. Yes. 

 
a. See the response to AG-KIUC 1-172. 

 
b. The legal authority under for the Companies’ Standard Rate Rider SQF is 807 

KAR 5:054, which the Commission promulgated in accordance with the Public 
Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978.  The Commission’s regulation states at 
Section 7(2) regarding utility purchases from qualifying facilities with design 
capacity of 100 kilowatts or less, “These rates shall be based on avoided costs 

after consideration of the factors listed in subsection (5)(a) of this section ….”  
The factors to which the quoted regulation refers are: 

 
Availability of capacity or energy from a qualifying facility during the 

system daily and seasonal peak. The utility should consider for each 
qualifying facility the ability to dispatch, reliability, terms of contract, 
duration of obligation, termination requirements, ability to coordinate 
scheduled outages, usefulness of energy and capacity during system 

emergencies, individual and aggregate value of energy and capacity, 
and shorter construction lead times associated with cogeneration and 
small power production. 
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Question No. 67 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-67. Please refer to Seeley testimony at 54. The DG customer load profile shown in 
Graph 3 would be impacted by the azimuth of the systems and the relative size of 
each system. 

 

a. Please provide the capacity and azimuth of the systems used to derive the DG 
profile. 

 
b. In the absence of such data, is it reasonable to assume that the systems would 

favor a due-south azimuth? 
 
c. Please clarify the Y-axis scaling. Is “Net Metering Load” and average or 

weighted value whereas “Total Residential Load” is cumulative? 

 
A-67.  

a. The data used to derive Graph 3 was developed from actual hourly metering 
data for a small sample of distributed generation customers.   The Companies 

do not have the capacity and azimuth of the systems. 
 

b. The Companies have no knowledge of whether the customer’s solar panels 
favor a due-south azimuth.    

 
c. The Y-axis for “Total Residential Load” is the total hourly load for all 

residential customers.  The Y-axis for “Net Metering Load” is the sum of all 
kWh per hour for a group of residential distributed generation customers for 

which the Companies have recorded 15-minute demand intervals.  The purpose 
of the graphs is to illustrate the difference in load shapes for the residential rate 
class as a whole and for a sample of distributed generation customers.   (The 
load data used to develop these load shapes are not based on a statistically valid 

sample, particularly considering the large variance in the usage patterns for net 
metering customers.) 
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Question No. 68 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-68. The recently amended net metering statute, KRS 278.466, states, in part: “Using 
the ratemaking process provided by this chapter, each retail electric supplier shall 
be entitled to implement rates to recover from its eligible customer-generators all 
costs necessary to serve its eligible customer-generators, including but not limited 

to fixed and demand-based costs, without regard for the rate structure for customers 
who are not eligible customer-generators.” Please describe in detail how the tariff 
rate in NMS-2 recovers these “costs”? Does the rate proposed in NMS-2 collect 
more than these “costs” from the eligible customer-generator? 

 
A-68. See the testimony of Mr. Seelye beginning at page 46.  The proposed Rider NMS-

2 addresses the compensation for energy supplied to the grid; it does not address 
cost recovery from Rider NMS-2 participants. 
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Question No. 69  

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-69. How many total customers of the Company currently take service under NMS? 
 
A-69. See the response to Sierra Club 1-2(a). 
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Question No. 70 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-70. How many customers began taking service under NMS for the first time in each 
year from 2010 to 2020? 

 
A-70.  

Year of 
Original Installation 

KU 

2010 9 

2011 11 

2012 10 

2013 12 

2014 19 

2015 40 

2016 26 

2017 43 

2018 56 

2019 131 

2020 142 

 499 
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Question No. 71 

 

Responding Witness:  Christopher M. Garrett 

 

Q-71. Please provide a listing of all revenue LG&E/KU received from PJM and MISO  
(provided separately) by year for the years 2017-2020 by category including but 
not limited to transmission, energy sales and capacity sales. 

 

A-71. See attached.  
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Question No. 72 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-72. Please explain why and how energy and capacity payments would increase by being 
a member of PJM/MISO from the status quo. 

 
A-72. The Companies’ RTO membership analyses have shown potential benefits and 

costs from participating in the RTOs’ energy and capacity markets.  There are 
potential net positive trade benefits from participating in the energy markets, which 
would occur by receiving market energy sales margins that are higher than the 
market energy purchase costs for retail and wholesale requirements customers.  

There are potential net positive capacity auction benefits, which would occur if the 
market value of the Companies’ generating capacity that clears the RTO capacity 
auction is positive when netted against the cost to purchase enough capacity to 
cover the Companies’ capacity need as defined by the RTO.  The potential also 

exists for net costs to be higher than the status quo.

 



 

 
 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 73 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-73. Did the 2018 RTO Membership Analysis include both FRR and RPM for PJM? If 
yes, please provide the results. If not, why not? 

 
A-73. No, the 2018 RTO Membership Analysis only included RPM for PJM.  The 

Companies focused on RPM to allow for the potential revenues from the capacity 
market to result in the most cost-effective scenario for their customers.  Because 
FRR is an alternative to RPM for an entity to satisfy its capacity obligations in PJM, 
it would not have been practical to also include FRR in the analysis.
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Question No. 75 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-75. Please provide a current update on the status of SEEM which was described in Mr. 
Bellar’s testimony. 
a. Are there any reliability benefits from being a member of SEEM? If yes, please      

state why and if not, please state why not. 

b. Has a financial analysis been provided analyzing the financial advantages and 
disadvantages of membership? If so, please attach a copy of such study. 

 
A-75. See the response to PSC 2-30. 
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Question No. 76 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-76. Is there any cost associated with the SEEM proposal in the current rate case? If yes, 
identify the amount. 

 
A-76. See the response to PSC 2-30. 
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Question No. 77 

 

Responding Witness:  Robert M. Conroy 

 

Q-77. How do the Companies plan to get approval from the PSC for SEEM if they choose 
to participate? 

 
A-77. See the response to AG-KIUC 1-243.
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Question No. 78 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-78. Are LGE/KU still members of SERTP? 
 

a. Does SERTP remove the necessity of LGE/KU belonging to an RTO? 
 

b.  Did the RTO analysis filed in the 2018 rate case and updated in March 2020 
assume that LGE/KU continues to belong to SERTP? 

 
A-78. Yes 

 
a. There is no requirement for LGE/KU to be in an RTO; therefore, SERTP does 

not remove the necessity of LGE/KU belonging to an RTO. LGE/KU belong to 
SERTP in compliance with FERC Order 1000. Compliance with Order 1000 

could be met with membership in another region that is not necessarily an RTO. 
 
b. Yes 
 

 



 

 
 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 79 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-79. Did the cost of service study prepared by William Steven Seelye for this case 
include any categories of costs used to determine customer charge which were not 
included in his 2018 cost-of-service study for the Company? If the answer is yes, 
please list the nature of the costs and the amount. 

 
A-79. There are not any categories of costs used to determine the customer charge in this 

case that were not included in the Company’s last rate case.
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Question No. 80 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-80. Were there any changes in the methodology in the 2020 cost of service study from 
his 2018 cost of service study? If the answer is yes, please describe the changes. 

 
A-80. There are no changes in the methodologies that were used to prepare the cost of 

service study in this case and those used in the 2018 Rate Case.
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Question No. 81 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-81. Why did the customer service charge costs (as reflected in the cost of service study) 
increase from approximately $.67 in conjunction with the 2018 rate case to 
approximately $0.69 per day in 2020? If the increase is cost is approximately 3% 
why is the increase sought 15.6%. 

 
A-81. The increase in the customer costs is due to general increases in rate base, O&M 

expenses, A&G expenses, taxes, and other costs. 
 

While the customer-related costs for RS have increased only 3% since the 
Company’s last rate case, the approved customer charge in the 2018 rate case was 
only $0.53 per customer per day. To better align rates with cost causation, the 
Company is proposing to move the daily customer charge to $0.61 per day which 

is closer to actual cost of $0.69 per day.
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Question No. 82 

 

Responding Witness:  William Steven Seelye 

 

Q-82. Are all fixed and demand-based costs necessary to serve residential customers 
recovered through the Basic Service Charge and the Infrastructure portion of the 
Energy Charge? If not, where else are they? Why? 

 

A-82. Yes, all fixed and demand-based costs necessary to serve residential customers are 
recovered through the Basic Service Charge and the Infrastructure portion of the 
Energy Charge.
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Question No. 83 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar / John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-83. Please provide a copy of every vegetation management plan employed by LGE/KU 
during the last 20 years for: 

 
a. distribution lines; and 

 
b.   transmission lines. 

 
A-83.  

a. See attached for the 2007 Distribution Vegetation Management Plan filed with 
the KPSC. 

 
b. See attached.
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Question No. 84 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-84. Please refer to the testimony of Lonnie Bellar in response to the question at line 6, 
page 5. 

 

a. Please provide a copy of all written instructions, directives, and emails sent to 
employees and/or contractors related to the current 5-year cycled approach. 
 

b. Please provide a copy of the Transmission System Infrastructure Plan (“TSIP”) 

(2016) currently in effect at this time. 
 

c. Prior to 2016, did the Company have a written TSIP that included vegetation 
management? If so, please provide a copy of same. 

 
d. Was the 2016 TSIP the first such written plan? 

 
e. Please describe the “just-in-time” plan previously in place for transmission line 

maintenance. 
 

f.    How are “hazard trees” defined? 
 

A-84.        
a. See attached. 

 
b. The Transmission System Improvement Plan (2017-2021) (“TSIP”) was filed 

as Exhibit PWT-2 in Case Nos. 2016-00370 and 2016-00371.6   The TSIP is 
still in effect at this time.  

 
c. No. 

 

 
6 In the Matter of:  Application of Kentucky Utilities Company for an Adjustment of its Electric Rates and 

for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, Case No. 2016-00370 and In the Matter of:  
Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company for an Adjustment of its Electric and Gas Rates and for 
Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, Case No. 2016-00371. 
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d. Yes. 
 

e. See page 20 of Exhibit PWT-2 as referenced in response b above. 

 
f. Hazard trees are defined as diseased or dying trees that are at risk for causing a 

circuit interruption. 
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Question No. 85 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-85. Please provide a listing by type of trees and number of same removed from 
transmission lines in Fayette County during this five year cycle. 

 

A-85. Transmission began transitioning to a five-year cycle in 2017.  The company did 
not track the number of trees removed in Fayette County for transmission 
vegetation management for years 2017-2019.  The company removed 806 trees in 
2020 in Fayette County, but does not track information regarding the quantity of 

each species.
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Question No. 86 

 
Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-86. By the categories of high voltage and low voltage transmission lines, please provide 
how many trees and corridor miles have been cleared and how many remain to be 
cleared under the current five year plan. 

 
A-86. The company does not track the number of trees removed.  See Bellar Testimony 

line 9, page 33 for information related to corridor miles cleared.
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Question No. 87 

 
Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-87. Please refer to the testimony of John K. Wolfe beginning at page 10: 
 

a. Please describe the “routine clearing program” for scheduled trimming.  

 
b. Please provide the number of customer authorizations LGE/KU required for 

each year for the past 10 years before tree trimming could occur. 
 

c. How long has distribution line maintenance been on a 5-year cycle? 
 
d. Please provide a link to the ANSI A300 standards for vegetation management. 
 

e. Please provide a list of the number of at-risk trees removed from the distribution 
system in each year since 2010. 

 
f.  Please provide the following information separately for (a) Transmission lines 

and (b) distribution lines: which kind of trees are currently allowed to be planted 
in the easements and right of ways and which trees are not allowed to be planted. 

 
A-87.  

a. See the response to Question No. 83(a). 
 
b. Authorizations are not required for routine trimming maintenance unless 

trimming more than the previous cycle trim.   The Company does not have 

detailed records of each customer where discussions took place. 
 
c. Since 2007. 
 

d. See ANSI A300 link, Utility Pruning of Trees.     
https://www.tcia.org/TCIA/Build_Your_Business/A300_Standards/Part_1.aspx  
 
e. The table below is the number of “at-risk” hazard distribution trees that have 

been removed by the hazard tree program since 2010.  Please note that data is 
not available in 2010. 

 

https://www.tcia.org/TCIA/Build_Your_Business/A300_Standards/Part_1.aspx


Response to Question No. 87 
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Wolfe 

 

 

 

Year 

At-Risk Trees 

Removed 

2010 N/A 
2011 653 

2012 507 

2013 420 

2014 753 
2015 1079 

2016 784 

2017 1065 

2018 696 
2019 778 

2020 986 
 

 
f. (a) See attachment for vegetation allowed in transmission easements located 

within residential or urban areas.  
 

(b) Distribution does not dictate between “allowed and not allowed” but 
provides suggestions as seen in the attachment “Right Tree Right Place”. 
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Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 88 

 
Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-88. For each year of the current cycle, please provide the number of contractors 
(individuals) and the number of Company employees engaged in vegetation 
management in Fayette County. 

 

A-88. Transmission began transitioning to a five-year cycle in 2017.  From 2017-2020, 
the company has had two (2) Company employees within transmission engaged in 
vegetation management in Fayette County.  The number of contractors 
(individuals) performing transmission vegetation management has varied based on 

the work occurring at any given time.  The numbers provided below represent the 
maximum numbers for each year. 

 2017 = 8 
 2018 = 8 

 2019 = 20 
 2020 = 12 
 
 

See table below for the Distribution contractors and employees. 
 
 

Year 

Number of Contractors 

(Individuals) 

Company 

Employees 

2016 45 2 

2017 49 2 

2018 32 2 

2019 50 2 

2020 45 2 
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Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 89 

 
Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-89. By position and duties, please list all Company positions that supervise contractors 
in vegetation management. 

 
A-89. Transmission Right-of-Way coordinators prescribe and monitor work plans along 

with providing oversight of the vegetation management contractors.  Group Leader 
of Transmission Line Asset Management supervises the Transmission Right-of-
Way Coordinators. 
 

Distribution arborists prescribe and monitor work plans along with providing 
oversight of vegetation management contractors.  Manager of Forestry Services 
supervises the distribution arborists.  
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Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 90 

 
Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-90. Please describe the response that the Company has made to each complaint about 
tree trimming and vegetation management that the Company has received from 
Fayette County customers and how same were resolved. 

 

A-90. The Company does not have records documenting each complaint related to tree 
trimming and vegetation management for Transmission and Distribution.  The 
Company makes every effort to follow up on each complaint received.  The follow 
up generally includes a review of the complaint and circumstances, and often 

includes a site visit with the customer to understand and in many cases resolve their 
concerns. 

 



 
 

 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 91 

 
Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-91. In the last 20 years has the Company ever recommended that certain type of trees 
be planted in easements or rights-of-way? If so, please state the date, type of trees 
and whether any documentation exists. 

 

a. Please provide the following information separately for (i) transmission lines 
and (ii) distribution lines: which kind of trees are currently allowed to be planted 
in the easements and right of ways and which trees are not allowed to be planted. 
 

b. Is the Company aware of or approve of contractors cutting down trees under 
either line without regard to whether the trees have been approved? 

 
c. With respect to type of line (transmission or distribution) what written 

guidance, laws or regulations require that a particular tree be cleared as opposed 
to trimming same? Please attach a copy or link to each such written document. 
Whether such a document exists or not, please detail how the decision is made 
to clear not trim and who makes the decision for transmission and distribution 

lines. 
 
A-91.  

a. i.   For transmission see the response to Question No. 87(f) 

ii.  For distribution see the response to Question No. 87(f) 
 

b. No. 
 

c. For transmission, see the response to Question No. 97. 
 

Distribution does not follow any guidance for “clear vs trim”.  Arborists prepare 
circuits for trim and note any trees that may be good candidates for removal.  

During the notification process and prior to work, property owners are asked 
for permission to authorize the removal.
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Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 92 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-92. For the Reliability and Resiliency Plan attached to the testimony of John K. Wolfe, 
please provide the following information: 

 
a. How much money is budgeted in this rate case for vegetation management 

separately for distribution and transmission? Additionally provide the same 
information for the years 2016-2020. 
 

b. Please provide a copy of the “integrated management plan” in effect now and 

for  the period covered by the Reliability and Resiliency Plan. 
 
A-92.  

a. The following chart provides the Distribution vegetation management costs 

budgeted in this rate case (July 01, 2021 – June 30, 2022) and the actual costs 
for years 2016-2020: 

 

 Distribution 

 

Rate Case 

Period 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 

           
18,729,241  

  
14,924,100  

  
13,830,246  

  
16,320,890  

  
17,789,585  

  
17,090,208  

 

The following chart provides the Transmission vegetation 
management costs budgeted in this rate case (July 01, 2021 – June 30, 2022) 
and the actual costs for years 2016-2020: 

 

 Transmission 

 

Rate Case 
Period 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 

           
10,666,993  

  
5,286,815  

  
7,985,351  

  
10,866,183  

  
9,729,783  

  
7,969,097  

 
 
b. See the response to Question No. 83(a). 

 



 
 

 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  
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Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 93 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-93. Prior to beginning the implementation of TSIP in 2016, did the Company 
communicate same to any LFUCG official? 

 
A-93. Yes, the Company presented the TSIP plan in detail as part of its 2016 Rate Case, 

in which LFUCG was an intervener. 
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Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 94 

 

Responding Witness:  John K. Wolfe 

 

Q-94. Please provide copies of the RCP work plans for the prior 10 years. Which arborists 
prepared same plans? 

 
A-94. See attached. 
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Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 95 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-95. Which arborists visually inspected the circuits in Fayette County in the last 5 years 
prior to clear cutting trees? Please state the date of the inspection, the arborists 
performing the inspection, and the circuits examined. 

 

A-95. See attached for transmission inspection records.  The Company does not have 
records of the person performing each inspection. 
 
Distribution does not clear cut except in situations that have been pre-approved by 

the landowner / city.  The following arborists were responsible for inspections in 
Fayette County: 

 

• Billy Moore-Arborist (retired May 2017).  Succeeded by Clinton Lester-

Arborist. 

 

• Mike Canfield-Arborist (retired December 2020).  Succeeded by Dustin 

Bruner-Arborist. 

 
 

 



 
 

 

 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

 

Response to Lexington-Fayette Urban County  

Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 96 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-96. For each arborist employed by the Company in the last 10 years, please state the 
name of the arborist and the direct supervisor of the arborist and additionally 
whether the arborist was (a) an ISA Certified Arborist or (b) an ISA Certified 
Arborist Utility Specialist. 

 
A-96. Transmission employed the following arborist: 
 

Michael Daukas (retired in 2015) –  Transmission Right-of-Way Coordinator-ISA 

Certified Arborist and an ISA Certified Arborist Utility Specialist.  His direct 
supervisor was the Group Leader of Construction, who was neither (a) nor (b). 

  
The company currently uses contract ISA Certified Arborists to support 

transmission vegetation management.  Company employees provide oversight of 
the contract arborists. 

 
 Distribution employed the following arborists: 

 

• Billy Moore-ISA Certified Arborist (retired May 2017).  Succeeded by Clinton 

Lester-ISA Certified Arborist. 

 

• Mike Canfield-ISA and Utility Certified Arborist (retired December 2020).  

Succeeded by Dustin Bruner-ISA and Utility Certified Arborist. 
 

• Manager William Wheeler ISA and Utility Certified Arborist (retired August 

2013). Succeeded by Terry Wright ISA Certified Arborist. 
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Government’s Request for Information 

Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 97 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-97. For the recent clear cutting of trees under transmission lines (median trees) on 
Fayette County’s Southpoint Drive, please list for each such tree so cut, the type of 
tree, the height of the tree cut, the distance from the top of the tree to the power 
line, why tree trimming was not considered or employed, and the type of the tree 

planted in the cut tree’s stead and a link to the regulation, law or order that required 
the trees to be cleared and not trimmed. 

 
A-97. The Company removed 53 median trees under the transmission line along 

Southpoint Drive in Fayette County.  The Company does not have specific 
information regarding the tree species, the height of the trees removed, or the 
distance from the top of the tree to the power line.  See Q98b for the type of trees 
planted. 

 
The Company is not aware of any law or order requiring the trees to be cleared and 
not trimmed.  The Company elected to remove the trees located within their existing 
easement due to their location under the transmission line and their potential impact 

to the safe and reliable operation of the transmission network. 
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Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 98 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

Q-98. For the recent clear cutting of street trees in the easement along Southpoint Drive 
please answer the following: 

 
a. What was the reason(s) why the trees were cut down? Please state the number 

of trees cut and the type and height of the trees cut. 
 

b. Have the trees been replaced? If yes, please state the tree type, If not, why not. 
 

c. Prior to cutting the trees, did KU obtain a permit from LFUCG? In cutting the 
street trees did KU comply with Chapter 17b of the LFUCG Code of 
Ordinances? If not, why not? 

 

A-98.  
a. The Company elected to remove the trees located within their existing easement 

due to their location under the transmission line and their potential impact to 
the safe and reliable operation of the transmission network. 

b. The Company worked with representatives from LFUCG to develop a 
“replanting plan” along Southpoint Drive.  This plan was implemented in 
December 2020.  The plan includes the following vegetation species: 
 

• Sargent Crabapple,  

• Jane Magnolia, 

• Bottlebrush Buckeye, 

• Winterberry, 

• Prague Viburnum, 

• Forsythia, and 

• Fothergilla. 
 

c. No, KU did not obtain a permit from LFUCG prior to cutting the trees along 
Southpoint Drive because such trees are located within existing easements 

expressly granting KU the right to trim or remove such trees.   
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Dated January 8, 2021 

 

Case No. 2020-00349 

 

Question No. 99 

 

Responding Witness:  Lonnie E. Bellar 

 

 
Q-99. For the planned tree cutting on Lansdowne Drive in Fayette County set to begin 

February 1, 2021, please list for each planned tree so cut, the type of tree, the height 

of the tree cut, the distance from the top of the tree to the power line, why tree 
trimming was not considered or employed, and the type of the tree planted in the 
cut tree’s stead and a link to the regulation, law or order that required the trees to 
be cleared and not trimmed. 

 
A-99. See attached for those trees within the median along Lansdowne Drive.   

 
The company does not have records regarding the distance from the top of each tree 

to the power line.  The company is working with LFUCG representatives to develop 
a “replanting plan” along Lansdowne Drive.  The Company is electing to remove 
the trees located within their existing easement due to their location under the 
transmission line and their potential impact to the safe and reliable operation of the 

transmission network.  The Company is not aware of any regulation, law or order 
requiring the trees to be cleared and not trimmed.   
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